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language test for children agea 3 to 5^ is a brief simple gross 
davelopmental scraaning instrument still in research atatus-i For 985 
normal subjects the teat ahows a aignificant correlation of acoras 
with age* Significant correlations ha^e been obtained between PPT 
acorea and raw scorea on the Peabody Picture ?ocabalary Test for 
normal children and for mentally retarded older children functioning 
at a praachool level* Findings of two small samples suggest a link 
betwaen PPT scorea and mothers' nurturant and verbal behavior* Test 
materiala from the authors ara available on loan to researchers* 
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PRESCHOOL PREPOSITION TEST I A PRELIMINARY REPORT 



May Aaroason md Julia Phillips 

The Preschool Preposition Tese C1968) Is a receptive language test for 
children ages 3 to 5, ^ It is useful as a gross screening instrimient for 
youiig childrenj including those with delayed language development or 
behavior probleas^ md for older mentally retarded ehildrea. The test is 
a brief J easyj and inexpensive test to administer, . Paraprof eseionals and 
volunteers can hMdle a testing program with minimal training mud 
supervision* Because children find the testing materials appealing j a 
high level of aooperatlon is typical. 

^e PPT was first used in 1968 to evaluate the effects of home- tutoring 
on the intellectual functioning of three-year-olds * The test was developed 
because knowledge of prepositions was found to correlate with verbal and 
spatial abilities in the early years (Bay ley j 1967) * Preschoolers are not 
typlcaliy evaluated for comprehension of a range of these terms, George 
Miller (1976) reviews the research involving prepositions associated with 
spatial relations and remarks on their cognitive complexity* They are 
sometimes called locatives or spatial locatives , he saySj "because their 
grammar is too complicated to justify calling them simply prepoaltlons . 'V 
This is the category of words and phrases which the Preschool Preposition 
Test examines* 

Since our initial use of the PPT , the test materials have been loaned 
to other researchers who have contributed much of the data reported in this 

We wish to express our sincere appreciation to Darryl Bertolucci for assistance 
with atatistical and computer Mtalysis of the data and to Doris Aaronson for 
consultation in psycholinguistles and for critical coTOenta on a previous 
draft of this report* We wish, to thank John Bartko for statisti^cail consultation 
^d' Earl Schaefer. for his supportive role in the development of the Preschtool 
Preposition Teati 
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paper* We are contiauing tg do researak with, this ^strumeat. 

ffiTHODS 

Teg ting Materials _aDd_P_rQfiedura 

The PPT f:est±ng maCariale conaiat of four itemJi (1) a yellow metal 
board j 12 by 20 inches , with allghtly raised figures of a red boy facing a 
green cari (2) a small, halved red rubber ball, with a magnetised flat 
surface I (3) aa Individual Test Rec*,ord foOT| and (4) a black and white 
Plctura Score Sheet which is a replica ©f the testing board* For greater 
accuracy in recording, both the yellow testing board md the Picture Score 
Sheet have tuper imposed on them a grid with two Inch squares. 

Each child is tested individually* The testing can take as little as 
5 minutes with an escperienced Examiner and a cooperative child * The 
Examiner damonstrates that the halved ball sticks firmly anywhere on the 
upright test board and invites the child to place the ball in various 
places p the Exaiainer then administers the tmmt by reading the 23 items in 
the proper sequence from the Individual Test Record, A raw score is obtained^ 
with one point earned for each correct raspcnse. The Examiner has two 
options for scoring the test. (S)he caa record pasa/f all Judgments directly 
onto the Individual Test Record while testlngi Alternatively^ (s)he can . 
position an X and the Item number on the picture score sheet corresponding 
to the child *s placement and later score pass/fall judgmenta* The fomer 
method is more rapid for aiii experienced teeter* But the latter procedure 
is generally recoOTsended for a n™ber cf refisons: (1) It eliminates the 
well-known "hal©-' effect* i.e., the posslbllilty that the IxMiner^s 
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Impression of the child's ability will influence his/har scoring^ (2) It 
eliminates errors in judgraent or recording which occur in the heat of 
eestlng; (3) It provides a permanent record of Che chilcl's placeinents, 
making it possible for the same or another person to double-check the 
scoring; (4) It nakes it possible to run a large testins program with briefly 
trained nonprofessionals, leavlmg the subsequent scoring to professional 
testers; and (5) It mkes it poaslble to analyze the specific nature of the 
errors for prescrlptiva purposes. 

The PPT Individual Test Record is divided Into two parts. Part I tests 
In a systematic way the child's comprehension of the key nouns used with the 
prepositions In Part II. Examples of Part I items are: (1) Show me the 
boy's hands, and (2) Show ma the boy's head. The Examiner Is directed to 
teach the meaning of any nouns the child doesn't understand. The Examiner 
then proceeds to Part II, the actual test. Examples of Part II Items are: 
(1) Put the ball into the boy's bands, into the boy's hands, and (2) Put the 
ball u£ as high on the board as you can, U£ as high on the board as you can. 
Only scores of Part II are reported In this paper. (See Appendix) 

SubJ Bc ts and Measures 

Our data on t.he PPT, gathered during the past 10 years, arc based on 
1,250 protocols collected on 1,170 children ages 2 to 7 years, and older 
mentally retarded. Our sample represents Black and Caucasian, lower-, 
middle- and upper-middle class and populations from rural, suburban and 
urban areas. The samples vary geographically including the last (Maine, ' 
Maryland, New York State, Washington, D. C), the Midwest (Kansas, Michigan), 
the South ;(North Carolina), and the Wast (Utah). The data from 14 of the 



samples are reported here in some detail, InGluded are all of the children 
(N^985) evaluatad in nonnml settings ^ and we refer to them as "Normal" 
children* Detailed dascriptiye information of these iuhjacts is contained 
in Table 1» Data from four additional sMples obtained from special settings 
will be reviewed briefly later in the paper are referred to as "Other 
than Normal." They consist of homeless children in a residential insti- 
tution ^ those with serious behavior problems j and over-age mentally retarded. 

Of the "Normal" saB^les, eight (N^32S) were obtained from urban settings ^ 
two (N^145) from suburbs settings, three CN^218) from suburban Co rural 
settings s and one (NaB294) from an esitremely rural settijag* Three of the 
samples (N«452) are Caucasims two (N-SS) are Blacky and nine (N^478) are 
racially mixed* Five samples CN^392) are lower class ^ two groups CN=1S8) are 
upper-*'middle--class J and seven (H^435) are milled socio-^economic status* 
Deter^nations of SES have been made from global descriptions of the s^^lss 
and not from specific data collected on individual children* The children are 
listed in three age groupijigSs the youngest (N^lOl^ ages 23--3S months)^ the 
age/s for which the PPT is recoTOaended (N^612p 36^60 months), and the oldest 
CN^272s 61-90 months)* 

For six of the samples no other forms of evaluation were used with the PPT. 

\^ere used 

For eight of the samples ^ various aoniinatlons of taatrraenta/ Oable 1) , However 
not every child in a sample was admtoistered each instrume.nt listed. Other 
measures used werei Stanford-Blnet (S-B) Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
(PPVT) , Johns Hopkins Perceptual Test (JHPT)p Classroom Behavior Description 
(CBD)^ Mother *s Behavior with Tutor and Child ^ ^d Parent ajid Child Together 
(PACT), Additional measures were typically obtained either at the PPT 



testinc session or close to that tima. 



RESULTS FOll "NO^l^lAL'' SAl'IPLES 

Subject Variables " 

For the 985 "Normal*- children, ranging in age from 23 to 90 months in 
14 different samples^ a correlation coefficient of *63 (p ^,001) was 
obtained between Total PPT Scores and Ages in Months. Table 2 prosents the 
mean scores by six month age intervals for the ''Norinal" children. The youngest 
children^ "age 23 months^ earned a mean score of 7 out of a possible 23 xjhile 
the oldest at 90 months reached a Riaan score of 21*5. The progression of 
mean scores with age can be noted up to about "eO-'SS" months at which time 
there is a leveling off. This is a "qeiling effect" as there are only 
23 items on the PPT* 

A graph (Fig, 1) shows the breakdown of the "Normals" by sex^ with a 
comparison of the mean scores for boys and for girls ages 2/i-83 months. As 
the PPT board/picture depicts a male figure, the question arises whether 
scores show a seK bias in favor of the boys* As can be seen by inspection 
of the graphs tha sex differencas are negligible and^ if anything, tend to 
favor the females at the earlier ages. Other cognitive tests generally show 
female superiority during the earlier years (Maccoby/ E.W* and Jacklin^ C*N* 
1974). Iflien one examines the PPT scores by social clnss^ differences emerge. 
The graph in Figure 2 shows a comparison of mean scores from two-upper-middle 
class urban samples (N^158) with that of an EPSDT*^ (Medicaid » 1973) lower^ 
class rural sample (N^294). Only white samples have been chosen in order to 



'-^EPSDT - Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment Program, a 
Medicaid program for children eligible for welfare. - ^ " * 
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control for race* It aa^ be seea that the higher SIS samples have better 
scores at each aga level and attain near perfect scores at earlier ages. 

Item toalysls and Teat pliability 

Item malysls of the 23 itms is reported for a total of 779 "Norm!" 
subjects, ages 23 to 90 months. This Includes all item scores made available 
to us by users of the test. As a measure of internal consistency ^ scores oa 
every PPT item correlated signifies tly with scores on the test as a whole 
(p -< ,005)i i*e*, for each ^dividual test itemj children with higher total 
scores more frequently passed the item than children with lower scores. 
Mditionallys most PPT items correlated significantly with one another and 
with Age in Months. The exceptions were Items 12 ^ 15 and 22; and it is 
planned to eliminate these three items from the PPT. Of the r^iaining 
20 itCTSj the average correlation coefficient with Total Test Score is .55, 
with 10 of these exceeding .60, Aa an additional measure of internal test 
consistency > the K-R 20 reliability coefficient alpha was computed and has 
a value of .86 (Kuder-Rlchardson^ 1937). 

The Rank Order o£ Difficulty of the items is reported in .Table 3. The 
table ranks the order of difficulty according to -the percentage of the total 
sample passing each item* The easiest preposition is part of the phrase 
"In a car window" (Item 23, Rank 1) f and "between the car wheels" contains 
the most difficult one (Item 10, Rank 23), Almost 20% more children ware 
able to locate "betweim the boy and the car" (Item 13 ^ Rank 20) than "between 
the car wheels," Between may be easier to locate when iT^i^^ 
twip different objects than two of the same. Also, prepositions that occur 
more frequently in adult vocabulary | such as Jn, at, U£ and on tend to be 
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aaslar for the children thm those that occur less frequently, such as 
baneath , below ^ near , behind^ above , imder and between (Kuceraj and 
Francis, W, N. , 1970). 

Test Validity . .... 

For Che aggregate of 985 "Normal" children , ranging in age f rc 23 
to 90 months in 14 different s^^les^ a correlation coefficient of *63 
(p 4., 001) was obtained beween the PPT Total Score and Age in Months. A 
valid test of language development should show increasing scores with age. 
The PPT's validity is also supported by higher test scores for upper middle- 
class children who tend to receive greater and more varied opportunities 
for language development in the homes. Many of the results reported imder 
"Behavioral Data" add additional support to the validity of the PPT, 

A major emphasis has been placed on comparison of the PPT scores with 

those of the PPVT because of certain similarities between the two instruiaents* 

They are both multiple-choice receptive language tests in which the child 

makes a non-verbal "placing" or "podjitiag" response to a simple directive, 

ThB PPT items, however, are based on prepositions p aba traqtlons associated 

with space relations , whereas the early PPW items are based on concrete 

nouns or action verbs. Here are examples of the difference: 

PPT PPVT 

Put the ball underaeath the car* Show me teacher. 

Put the ball be^een the car wheels. Show me picktog. 

Other differences are that the PPT is very brief , is suitable only for 

preschool ages s and presents the items in scrambled order of difficulty • 

whereas the PPVT is a much longer test, from preschool to adulthood, with ' 
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items presented in order of increasing difficulty. The PPVT Is a widely 
accepted davelopmental test with mtich validity and reliability data. Not- 
withstanding the differencas between the ppT and the PPVT, the aimilarities 
remain impressive, and atrong correlations between them should help to 
establish the validity of the PPT. 

For 122 subjects who were administered both the PPT &nd the Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Test^ the following correlation coefficients were obtained 
.72 with the PPVT Raw Score^ .30 with the I^Q*, and .69 with the Mental Age, 
all significant (p '^*005 level). The comparison between the raw scores 
of the two tests, the most logical one to make, produced the highest 
correlation coefficient ^ #72. 

In two home-abased Int'ervTOtion projecta in which the PPT^ the PPVT, and 
the Stanford-Binet were administered (Table 4) the PPT correlated about as 
well (or better) with the other two tests as they correlated with each other 
(p < .001 or ^.005). 

Behavioral Data 

Teachers' ratings of the child -s behavior were obtained for 122 subjects 
In three of the samples on the Aaronson-Schaefer Classroom Behavior Descrip- 
tion (CBD) * The CBD c©nta:tos 10 brief items related to classroom .adjustment 
and ability plus a global rating of classroom adjustment. EKamplfis of the 
Items are I Is Considerate and Kind s Is Dlstractible md Hyperactive ^ Is 
Able in Comprehension and Problem-Solving (Table 5). The PPT attained 
significant correlations (p <p005) with 7 out of 10 Items plus the global 
rating of classroom adjustment. The highest correlation coefficient, ,57, 
was attained with the only cognitive Item, Is Able In Comprehenalon and 
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Problen^S^Q lying . The AdjusLmant rating was *41 Cp ^.005). 

Ratinga of Maternal Behavior ware Gbtained from the exparimental groups 
in two homa-'based intarvention projects (Tables 6 and 7). In both projacts 
corralatlons at significant or near glgnlficmt levels were obtained 
between the PPT scores and ratings related to Mother's Nurturance and 
Verbal Interaction with the child. In contrast^ the S-»B aad PPVT scores 
showed lass or no relationship to maternal behavior on the same rating scales* 

Home Tutoring and the PPT Scores ^ Y 

Tables 4a and 4b con^ara the data acquired from tha two home-based 

intervention projecta desired to raise the child's intellectual functioning 

and social-emotional behavior through promoting increased verbal interaction 

and improving the nurturant climate in the home* The Washington , D* G- 

project was child-focused* The mother was invited , but not required to take 

part. The Freeport, Y* project^ howeverj was focused on the mother and 

she was required to participate, Note in Table 4a that the PPT correlated 

significantly with the PPW and the S^B in both projects as well or better 

than the other 2 tests correlated with one another. Now examine Table 4b. 

We have a curious phenomenon* Although for the Washingtonp D* C. project 

there is a significant Increase to scores on the S^B and the PPVT for the 

EKperimental group over the Control, this is not true for the PPT- In the 

Freeport Project the differ^ce in scores for the and the PPVT between 

statistical 

the Escperimental md Control groups do not reach/significance p but at least 
the increases are in the expected direction* For the PPT , the Control 
group actually does a bit better than the EKperimental group. Obviously 
the intervention made no difference in PPT scores for either project- 
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RESULTS FOR "OTHER TEM NORMAL" SAMPLIS 

As explained earlier there are four samples of childran tested in special 
settings which we term ''Other than Normal*" There is no basiii ^ or 
analyzing these samples together; and a full reporting will hnve 
to await larger sample sizes In the various categoBies . 

The SMples consist of (1) 84 low SIS 
urban black children ages 24 to 71 months j housed in a city institution for 
homeless children, (2) 16 mixed SIS urbm white children, ages 30 to 71 
months, in a day treatment center for moderately emotionally disturbed, 
(3) 11 low SIS urban white childrenj ages 36 to 77 months, in a State 
hospital nursery school for severely emotionally disturbed^ and (4) 74 
children of miKed SES md race^ ages 5 to 17 years ^ in a school for 
mentally retarded students. 

The PPT mean scores for the institutionalized children in SMpla 1^ 
arranged in six month age grouplngi, show a similar progression of scores 
with age as the "Normalsi" however, the mean scores lag from s±k months to a 
year behind those of the "Normals," In contrast, for the emotionally 
disturbed children in Samples 2. and 3 many of the Individual scores compare 
favorably with those of the "Normals, "Their behavior problems did not 
prevent them from completing PPTs and demonstrating a mastery of the 
pre;iositions, although the testing time per subject was generally greater. 
Findings for Sample 4^ the older mentally retarded students ^ are based on 
their Mental Age Scores on the PPTT, grouped in six-month intervals /from 
24 to 95 months* There is a progression of fflem scores with Mental Age but 
with about a six month lag when compared with the ^'Normals." For the HE 

12 
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total snniplc of 74 Ss, the PPT correlates sisnlf iccmtly with tha PPVT Raw 
Score. .59 (p <.005). However, their Classroom Behavior Ratings obtained on 

the CBD do not correlate very well with PPT scores, with ona exception; 
statistical significance, ./»0_,(p <.005), is reached with the only cognitive 
Is Able in Comprehension and Pr oblem-Sol vi np,. Comparison of the 
•Rank Order of Difficulty oi the items for the >Es V7ith those of the "Normals" 
shows several dissimilarities which will need further investigation. 

It must be emphasized that findings mth the P^^ "Other than 

Normal" samples are pressntly of a tenuous nature. However, they are 
suEficiently promising to encourase further research in the areas described. 



DISCUSSION 



.Preliminary investigations with the PPT indicate that the test's 
greatest discriminatory powers are in relation to the identification of the 
poorer scorers at preschool ages. Its usefulness as an instrument ceases 
at the point that a child achieves a high level of mastery of the prepositions 
in the test. This point is typically reached at about five to six years of 
age for "Normal" populations, although from among ■ them it may be reached 
somewhat later for low-sdcio-econoinic status groups and earlier for upper 
raiLddle-class groups. Within these limitations the PPT can play an important 
role in the early identification of developtnental delay, notably in language 
development, and possibly In other areas as well. 

The PPT's validity and reliability thus far are based on (l) its consis- 
tent significant progression of scores with age for 14 separate "Normal" 



. sa,nples and for the. 935 subjects, ages 23 to 90 months, who constitute the - 
aggregate population of the samples, (2) its consistent siynlficant correla- 
tions with well-established devalopmental tests such as the Stanf ord-Binet 
and the Peabody Plctura Vocabulary Test, and (3) the intsrnal consistency " 
of the test construction, with all 23 items correlating with Total Test 
Score and most of the items correlating significantly with one another. 
Additionally, for several samples there is a high correlation be to/een the 
PPT and teacher's ratings of Able in Compreharision and Problem-Solvina and 
Adiustment-, along with other traits generally regarded as related to school 
adjustment. No significant sex differences have bean found- hmjever, social 
class differences are apparent, especially for two white upper middle-class 
, samples and a white poverty group being serviced by a tJedicaid EPSDT* program. 

Whila no claims are made that the PPT is an intelligence test, the test 
Items are tapping some aspects of cognitive ability, perhaps' related to verbal 
comprehension, abstract reasoning, and spatial relations. This is supported by 
the consistent significant correlations with recognized devalopmental tests. 

The tutoring In t^^o small home-based projects did not increase the scores 
on the PPT even though there were high correlations batt^aen the PPT and the ' 
other developmental tests used- but note that the PPT scores achieved the 
highest correlations among the three .tests with Waternal Nurturance and Verbal 
Interactions with the child. What we have here is children's PPT scores ' 

related to Mother's nurturance and verbal behavior, but not influenced by the 
intervention. This phenomenon requires some attempt at interpretation. We 
have posited that certain rules of granarar connected with prepositions may be 
internaliaed much earlier than at 15-24 months of age when these two inter- 
ventions were begun and that the Mother's behavior at earlier ages is 
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|: . ; ; cirll a wn« omy :16 i.,ont:hs of in tho .W^Hhlny ton, I). C. project (T^bJ.e C) ; 

g /:; wc;ra isood pr«cl:Lctors of the Ch:i:W« PPX sc«ra« at «ge th.ea . GaorfiS Mlll«^, ■ ^^'v 

^ whc:,v:he points out: that the IoeIc ot spncc. is con,pl«K anr tho t "chlldrm acq.^^ 
p;;thc;iTr initial famiUarlty ■,.ith rQlatAvA«tic «pace Jji^infa^ ■ - 

'""^'^^ to construct n citable, tlirae-dimenslonal perceptuol world."' - : ^ i ^ 

- • . This would lend support to havins ■parcnt^f ocusaM 'interventions vhich would 
begin ££rlier than 15^24 months of aga. ^ 

g7 ; ^^^^ 

■ ■ re;utivel3^,small sample sizes ; ■.suggest th a usefulness of the PPX for emotional:^; 
, disturbed «nd institutionalised chlldreii and for oM^^ 

^ students funcclonlng at the preschool le%'el. For 74 mentally retarded students, ^ 
rages 5 to 17, statistically significant corralations ware obtainM batwean the / ? 
; ,;/VI% imd thc-Pl'VXvand PPT scores show o good progresalon of scores mth"- -' 'i A 
; A^^ Also, some of the chiUdrcm notwlthst.,nd= 7 

Ing rioderate to severe behavior problems x^ere able to denionstrate- average br^ ' ^^ 
- inastery of the PPT. Researcliers report that coniplete PPrs can ^^^^ 

; /usually be obtained for clilldren with behavior problems but that the testing ^ ^ 
sessions take longer. Research is contlnuins %ath further samples of aentally^^^^^ ^ 
retarded ^children; and the usefulness of the PPT for physically handicapped ,C 
■ ;and autistic children is being explored. " ^ • . v:;^ 

: - data reported in this preliminary report provide much evidence to V ^ ? 

V, ^'^t^^^t to the potential usefulness of the PPT. " The PPT could play a valuaba^;,.5;| 
; role in the early identification of develcpmental delay in language comprehension - 
1: '-'^^°^''^^^^ to sociaL-einotional development. It lends^ 

5: ^,^,^?^?-^ ^*^P':WSfe In preschool g Screanlng programs in which a rapid, onsy to : ^It 
:|.^|c|l„-Utor. xow cost evaluation early prc;vcn,tive or ^ prescript ive ,^ 
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Table 1 



IS 



DESCRIPTION OF PRESCHOOL PREPOSITION TEST -'NORMAL" SAMPLE 







Areas 


Race; 


SESj 




:::[":': ^ ._./::;/ .■ 






Urban 




Upper Middle 








No* of 


Suburban 


Black 


Low^r 1 


Ai© In 


Auxiliary . 






Rural 


Vhttih 


Mixed 


Months 


Data* 


1** - 


29 


U 


1 


L ■■■ ■ ■ ■ 


36-38 


S-Bs PPVTs JHPT, m 




26 


U 


■ 1 ■ 


L 


36-38 


' S-Bj. FPVTj JUPT 


3 


65 


S : 


W 


UM 


30-65 


None 


4 


80 


s . ■ 


B + W 


Mix 


54-90 


Nona , 




. 81 


S + R 


B + W 


MiK 


42-65 


CB " 


6 


t 37 


S + R 


B + W 


Mix 


42-59 


PPVTs CB 


7 


93 


U 


W 


UM 


36-71 


None ' 


S 


28 


u 


B + W 


Mk 


30-65 


None / 


0 


Aft 


TT 
U 


R -t TJ' 
i5 T W 




i3D— / i 


NoriQ ' ■ • 






f T 

y 


B H- W 






None 


11 


294 


R 


W 


- L. 


24-89 


PPVT .\ 


12 


100 


S + R 


B + W 


MiK 


23-41 


PPVTj CB 




26 


U 


B + W 


L 


40-54 


S-B, PPVT, MB 




17 - 


U ^ 


B + W 


. L ■ ■ 


43-52 


S-B, PPVT 


ToCal 


985 


U 328 


^ B 55 


- UM 158 


23-35 101 








R 294 


452 


L 392 


35-60 612 








S 145 


B« 47S 


MlK 435 


61-90 272 








S+R 218 











*SEanf ord-BineE J Feabody Pioture Vocabulary Testj 
Johns Hopkins Pareaptual TeKtj Maternal Behavior Ratings , 
Child Behavior (Classroom Behavior Description) . 

Note- Not all iubjecrs in a given sample received each measure* 

*^IIonia-Based Program, EKperimental Group 
***Home-Based Progratn, Control Group 
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Table 2 



PPT Scores by Age for "Normal*^ Sub J acta 
Highest Possible PPT Score is 23 (Raw Score) 

N - 985 



Age 



In Months 


N 


M«an Score 


S.D. 


23 


4 


7.00 


2.944 


24-29 


30 


7.83 


3.630 


30-35 


67 


12.09 


4.368 


36-41 


139 


13.93 


3.732 


42-47 


113 


15.48 


4.104 


48-53 


168 


16.71 


4.113 


54-59 


192 


18.99 


3.162 


60-65 


147 


20.17 


2.652' 


66-71 


66 


19.54 


2.8GS 


72-77 


■ 21 


21.05 


1,687 


78-83 


33 


20.42 


2.016 


84-89 


3 


21.67 


1.528 




SOCIAL CLASS DIFFERENCES ■ ^ 

. Mean Preschool Praposition Teit. Seores by SlK-Month Age Groupinii 

For \^hiCci Upper-Middle Clagi Urban BubjeeCs (Subsamples 3 and 7 ^ Table I) 

- And For White Lm^ar-Clase Rural Subjects (Subsainple 11 j Table I) 

■ - . - I V. = . ... .... - ... . . ... . . . . .., - . ... ... .... 

— ^ Upper-Middle, N^157 \ ' ^ - J . - V 




EKLC 



Table 3 19 

PRESCHOOL PREPOSItTQN TBSt 
Item Dlffleulty for "Normr' SubjecCa ■ - Rank Order of Difficulty of Icemi and 
Pareontage of Sainp la Passing Each Item -N^779 Ages 23-90 Months 



PPT . Order of % 

Item # ItatBi ln_Order of Difficulty - " _ _ Difficulty Pggstng 

23* Put the ball in a car window^ in a car wlndewp * 1 96*9 

21. Put the ball at the top of the boy's head^ at the top of 

tho bay' i haad p. .*«,»c*pct*p»«.«*9«s«.. *««•••«..•« 2 93. S 

4* Put the ball tnslda the window of the earj Inglde the 

vindpw of the car, , . * * «#« ^ « • 3 92 ,0 

2. Put the ball up ai high on the board as you canj u^ as high 

on the-board as you can, #9e«st. *«,««.s*«»c.fe ^4 _ 90*6~ - . 

22. Pub the ball on the boy's shoe , on the boy's shoe***,. **.,*«*■ 5 84*0 

7» Put the ball underneath the car ^ underneath the car* ,*..«.*..***.*. 6 iO.5 

12. Put the ball any\fhere on the car , on the car ,*.,#,**.#.**.* , ^ 7 80.1 

3, Put the ball under the eara under the carp ,,**,.•,», 8 79.1 

19. Put the ball near the boy's shoe^ near the boy's shoe , p p ,**...* . 9 76*0 

5. Put the ball down as low on the board as you cani down as low 

on the board as you can, * .p ,.*.,. p p ...,**....«.,•..*,.* . 10 75.0 

15. Put the ball against th^ boy's head, againj^t the boy' s head ,..11 ^ 73*8 . 

5. Put the bal on the top of the car, gjL thai top of the car , . * . p * * * p . * 12 71 i 5 
17* Put the ball behind the boy, behind the boy. ...*.**..*.*.*...*■*.. * 13 71.2 

1- Put the ball into the boy's hands j Into the boy's hands,...,....,., 14 71*1 

18. Put the ball above the boy's head, above th^ boy' s head 15 68.5 

11. Put the ball in back of the boy's shocj in back_gf Che boy's shoa,* 16 6B,4 

20. Put the ball ne?£t to a wheel ^of the car^ nekt to a wheel of the car. 17 67*9 
9, Put the ball in front of the boy i in front of the boy,......,...,,* 18 67,7 

16, Put the ball beneath the car, beneath the car.*... 19 61.7 

13. Put the ball be t^^een the boy and the car , bet\^een the boy _ 

and the car ^ .,,.....«....,,.,*.,*.,,...,,,,.., ^ , . 20 61,0 

6. Put the ball in back of the car, in back of the car #*..* 21 59,3 1 

14. Put the baU below the ear, below the car *..*..... , , . 22 - : 44.4 

10. Put the ball between the car wheels, between the ear wheels. ...... . 23 41.2 



Table 4a 
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/ Intcreorralations o£ ThrGQ Tests for EsperiTCnCal and Control Groups 
in Two Home-Based Intervention Programs , . 

WashinBCon, D.C. ProlecC 



Experiniental Group N^29 
PFT PPVT S-^B 



Control Group 
PPT ^PVT 



N^30 



Presehodl Prepoeition Test 
Paabody Pie cure Vooabulary Test 
Stanf ord^Einet IQ 

Freeport^ N.Y^rrolegt 



Preachopl Prepoiitton Teet 
Peabody Picture A'ocabulary TesC- 
Stahf ord-BineU IQ 



1 



1 



1 

.52* 
*52* 



1 

.55* 



EKpariinental Croup N^26 
PPT PPVt S-B 



Control Group 
PPT PPVT 



N^17 
S-B 



1 



1 

,69^ 



1 

.53* 
.71*-^^ 



I 

.72^ 



.001 



^ p .005 CB^o-Tailed Test) 



Table Jjb ^ ' \, . , 

■ .. - .. ■ Effeetg of Uoinja^Baied Intervention on Test Scoiroi 

Washing^Eon ^ D , C ^ ProJ CQ_t 



N^29 



N^30 





Expcriinental Group 


Goncrol Grotip 




Test : 




Mean 




^lean S.D. 




P 


Preschool Prepoiitlon Test 
Pcabody Picture Vooabulary Test 
Stanford--Binet IQ ' : 


13.2 
86,6 
105,3 


3./ 
10.8 
10,5 


12.3 3.0 
76.2 9.2 
90.1 10.5 


1*0 
4.0 
5.5 


>.2 
<.001 
<.Q01 


Freoporti N.Y^Projeet 


N^26 




N*17 








Experinieneal Group 


Gnncrol Group 


c 


Test 




Mean 


S.D, 


Mean S.D. 


t 


P 


Preschool Preposition Test 
Peabody- Picture Vocabulary Test 
Stanford -Bine t IQ 


14.3 

90.3 
105.5 


3.8 

12.9 
12*8 


15.8 2.9 
84.7 16.2 
99.3 14.6 


1.4 

l-.2^ 

1.5 


>,1 



TablG 5 21 

CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR RATlNaS 

■ . ..■••-.-.i.v I ■ . . .. 

Correlations of Preschool Prapealtian Tost and PFVT IQ 
With Selected Items of Aaronson-Schsafor Cla.^Si'Qom Behavior Deecrlpcion 





N « 116' 

■ • . " T . 


Aies 24 - 60 Hosc'13 




eiasardom Behavior Item 


preiahool 
preposition 
Test 


PPVT 

IQ ^ 


1. 


Able in Gomprehansion - 
and Problem iolving 


. .57* 


.37* 


2. 


Attentive and Perecvering 




*21 


3, 


Self-reliant andiSelf -Suf f ieienC - 




.20 


4. 


Distraetible and HyperacEive 


^47* 


-rlS 


5. 


Wall Adjusted 


,41-' 


.37* 


6. 


Considerate and Kind 


,35^ 


.30* 


7. 


GregariQUi and Verbally EKpressive 


,33^^ 


.24 


8. 


Dependents Wants Help Constantly 


^3Z^^ 


>11 



I 

Peabody Picture Vocahulary Test 
^^p.^ .005 (Two-tailed -Test) 



Tattle 6 ^ . . 22? 

— — - — .■ ■ ■ _ I 

- M^EML BEHAVIOR RAjimS , 

Washington^ D«G; Project ; 

Correlationi between Total Test Scores for 3 Tests and Behavioral Ratings 
/ For S«ipla of Blaek Low SES Males N « 28 





Preschool 


PPVT 






Preposition Test 


IQ " 


Stanford-Binef 




36 months 


36 monthi 


IQ, 36 months 


Maternal Behavior at 16 mosi 








1 Withdrawal of 








J ^ 

Keiatlonsnip : 




• J. J , 


— An* 


2 Punishment 


-.47* 


.08 


-.40* 


3 Use; of Fear to Control 


-.50** 


.02 


-. 38* 


4. Irritability ^ 


-.46* 


.04 


-.26 


5 Punitivenesa 


-.60*** 


-.12 


-.27 


MaCBrnal.^Behavior . at 30 mos. . _ 








/ 1 Hostile Involvement 


-.38* 


-.12 


-.34 


2 Hostile Detachment . 


-.46* 


-.24 


-.31 


3 Low Interest in Child- s 








Education 


. -.46* 


-.11 


-.27 


4 Low Verbal Expressiveness 


-.60*** 


-.36 


-.42* 


5 Low Involvement 


-.49** 


-.11 


-.41* 


Maternal Behavior at Jo mos* 








1 Hostile Involvement 


-.41* 


-.03 


i -35 


2 Hostile Detachment 


-.40* 


-.01 


-.45*- 


3 Low Interest in Child - s 








Education 


-.30 ^ r 


.09 


-.40* 


4 Low Verbal Express Iveness 


-.53*** 


-.21 


-.48** 


; 5 Low Involvement 


-.36 


.16 

i ' 


-.27 



^Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
*^ p < .005 / 

p ^ . 010 
• * p ^ .050 
; _ (Two-'tailed test) 



Table 7 
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-^lATERNAL BEIIAVIOR llATINGS 

Fraeport^ N. Y, Projacc : ~ = 

Cgrrelationg between Total Test Scores for 3 Tests and Selected Subacales and' 
Items of LovansEotn's PACT (Parant and Child Together) 

N ^ 23 



Parent Behavior Variable 
from PACT 



Preschool 
Preposition 
Test 



PPVT 



S tanf ord i na t 
10 



1* Parental Kurturanet 
■ Subscale Score 
(Sum of Items 1-5) .49- 

2* NurCurance Siibscale 

Item 4 *'Seami ComforCing 

to Child" ATk 

3.^ Parent's Verbal Interaction 

- with Child Subscale Score ,46^^ 

A# Nurtur/ince Subscale Item 3 

"Satiefies Child's Needs-' .43* 



.06 



.02 



.13 



.32 



.36 



.28 



.18 



5- Nurturanqe Subsgale Item 5 

-'Uses Posrtive Reinforcement" .42* 

6. NurCurance- Subeeale Item 1 

: ''Shot^s Warmth to Child'V .40 

7* Nurturance Subscale Item 2 
"Verbalises Affeetion to 
Child" .27 



.30 



.22 



719 



.41-' 



.29 



.10 



" F < ^*05 (iVo-Tailed Test). 
.1 Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 



^KtiSUHOOL PREPOSITION TEST" 
May Aaronson" and Earl S, Schaefdr 
Individual Test Record 



Uppmdix) 



Case No. 
Total Scores-Part I 
Total Score—Part II 

Sex 



Birth Date^ 
Examinar 



Age 



Yrs* 5 Mos* J Days 



Date of Test ' 



Testing time 



« - I ^ Easy to test 

hxamxner B commants Ccontinue on reverse side) Child was b, □Average to test 

^5 J . ' - c, Q Hard to test 

Read xtems to child. Score one point for each pass, "Pat your finger on " 
poxnt to or 'touch" can be used instead of "show me," ' 

Part I 





(i^en Part I is complated^ teach xtem^ fha^ 


were failed. ) 


Score 


1. 


Show me the car* 








2. 


Show me the boy. 








3. 


Show me the boaird that the car and the hoy are on. 
(Teach that board is all the "yellow" part) 






4. 


Show me the Xfheels of the car. 








(Child should "show" or "finder" both tires) 






5. 


Show me the windows of the car. IJhlch one 1^ 


open? 






6. 


Show ma the boy's face* 

(Child should "show" or "finser" the face but 


not the head) 






7. 


Show me the boy's hands* 

(Child should, "show" or "finger" both hands^ 








8. 


Show ma the boy 'g :f get , _i . 

(Child should "show" or "finger" both feet) 








9. 


Show me the boy's head. 

(Child should "show" or *'flnger" the head but 


not the face) 






10. 


Show me the boy's shoes. 

(Child should "show" or "finger" both shoes) 








*Pre 
"or 


"Standardisation copy. Not for use 
quotation without consent of the authors. 


Total Score 

27 











ERIC 



Pare 


II 


.For scoring Part II, consult Rules and Diagrams for Scori 


1. 


Put the ball into, the boy^s hands, into the boy's h 


2. 


Put the ball u£ as high on the board as you can^ ij£ 
the board as you can* . , / 


3. 


Put the ball under the car^ under the car. 


A. 


Put the ball inside the x^indow of the car^ insid- t! 
of the car. 


5. 


Put the ball dm^m as Im^ on the board as vou cian^ d. 
on the board as you can* 


6. 


Put the ball In back of the car ^ in back of the car 


7. 


Put the ball underneath the car^ underneath the car 


8. 


Put the ball on the top of the car^ on the top of tl 


9. 


Put the^ball in front of the. boy ^ in front of the be 


10. 


Put the ball beta^esn the car wheels^ be&jeen the eaj 


i J. , 


i'uC Cne DaJLJL m back ot the boy's shoe^ in back of t 


^12. 


Put the ball any^diere on the car^ on the car* 


13. 


Put the ball bett^een the boy and the car, bet^^een t? 


14, 


Put the ball helots the car^ bslow the car* 




Put the ball against the boy's head, aeainst the hoy 




16, 


Put the ball beneath the car^ beneath the car. 


17, 


Put the ball lehlnd the boy, behind the boy. 


18. 


Put the ball above the boy's head^ above the boy's h 


19* 


Put the ball near the boy's shoe, near the boy's sho 


20, 


Put the ball next to a wheel of the cara next to a 


21y 


Put the ball at the top of the boy's head, at the to 


^22. 


Put the ball on the boy's shoe, on the boy's shoe. 


23, 


Put the ball in a car window^ in a car window. 



10-68 R 
. ; 'sVItems to be eliminated 



2 



Score 







ilgh on 








Lndow 




Ls low 




" - - — — 
















els. 


. \ - 


oy's shoe* 








y and the car, 

. — -- — . ' 








Bad . 
























of the car* 




the boy' s haad . 













TOTAL SCORE 




X - Point of plaw 

)(1S • . to Nornejrt) to.poM of plaeeMt 
^n^m point.of placmt. fori tos 



'XIS islaooiientBi 



5 V . Feot of I- to eontsct pistp 
if plaomt tQueliQs objsct 



